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II.6 How Lessons are Structured
Andreas Lehmann-Wermser
This chapter demonstrates how distinct positions in “Didactics” structure les-
sons in general, even down to structures in interaction. Another focus lies in the 
role of assessment in a comparison between the Lower-Saxony- and the Scott-
land-Lesson. It can be shown that the role of assessment that is proposed by the 
school administration influences classroom action, again down to structures of in-
teraction.
Introduction
The task that is being put forward to authors in this volume is of a complex 
nature. For  instance, on a first level, it calls for an analysis of videos that rep-
resent individual teachers and their teaching styles, given that any lesson re-
sembles this style in a similar manner with little variation over time. Studies 
indicate that personality is an extremely stable factor influencing teaching 
styles (Tait 2002). 
For music teachers Niessen (2006) showed in a seminal study that beliefs 
and theories about teaching and learning influence the goals and structure of 
lessons thus making it likely that teachers’ lessons vary little over time. Based 
on this one might expect big differences between lessons even within one 
school let alone within one country. In this perspective the task would be to 
analyse personal examples of teaching.
Also, the concept of the symposium assumed that lessons also represent 
typical conceptions of teaching that would be labeled in German “Didaktik”. 
Teachers with a similar “Didaktik” would then teach in a similar way. This 
is pivotal, but has its traps as “Didaktik” – a German term with only few 
equivalents in other languages – is sometimes referred to as the scientific dis-
cipline of goals and content. In this narrower sense it is somewhat detached 
from factual lessons (see Lehmann-Wermser 2016). However, in analysing 
the music lesson we use a broader definition as we analyse lessons repre-
senting a set of adopted goals for teaching, beliefs and adopted attitudes that
1 In a message to the author, Christopher Wallbaum pointed out that it was not his intention
to compare “national” lessons. Yet, by placing the symposium in a framework of compara-
tive music education represented by Alexandra Kertz-Welzel’s presentation and by asking
scholars from various countries, intentionally or not, such a cross-national comparison leaves
its traces in the analyses and perspectives.
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influence the planning of lessons and the teaching itself. In any case this per-
spective takes lessons as examples of theoretical concepts.
On yet another level the videorecorded lessons stand for “typical Ger-
man” or “typical Scottish” lessons. To my knowledge there is no systematic
study on what constitutes a “typical” lesson in terms of countries. It is like-
ly that such a study would face multiple difficulties as these “typical” lessons
would have to be reconstructed in a “multilevel” design to identify factors
such as administrative policies and actions (observable in an existing cur-
riculum, assessment procedures etc.), informal or even tacit traditions that
reside in educational settings (such as philosophies on the importance of the
individual or “Bildung”), its embeddedness in local music practices and pos-
sible distinct cultural heritage that might lead to different teaching in music
(for instance among a minority group such as the Zorbs in Eastern Germany
as compared to inner city schools in Northern Germany).1 However, by la-
beling lessons as “Chinese” or “Scottish” lesson it is implicitly assumed that
there are such features and that they can be sufficiently described,  a sub-
stantial challenge as we will see. 
Any analysis will have to reflect this complex relationship between the
typical and the unique on different levels that occupy extremes on a scale.
The comparisons made in this book need to be reflected in respect to the po-
sition on that scale. No tertium comparationis is provided but rather con-
structed by each researcher. There is no objective analysis of or perspective on
a given lesson, they are always deliberately chosen albeit reasonable. Thus all
comparisons in this book are not only comparisons of lessons but also of re-
searchers’ perspectives that influence the argumentation, the approaches and
methods used and, ultimately, the results. Mine is the perspective of an em-
pirical researcher with a special interest in classroom research and it is influ-
enced by other studies conducted in the educational sciences, and in psy-
chology. But besides the fact that my perspectives are shaped by a scientific
paradigm that is seemingly “international” there are also culture specific ideas
of music lessons and their quality that will prime my perception. So I will
2 This is a reduced description of a more complex model that also leaves room for motivational
and social aspects. For more details see Helmke (2003).
3 Gebauer (2013) has adapted the differentiation between “surface structures” and “deep
structures” meaning that the first ones are openly observable in video studies and are sub-
ject to low inferent acts of interpretation while the latter ones may be more interesting as the
processes of learning and modelling are nested here. Yet they are more difficult to observe
and call for high inferent acts (see Niessen 2010).
211
II.6 Lower Saxony (Germany) plus Scotland
look at different phenomena compared to other researchers, who come from
a different tradition and are set in different scientific discourses.
My interest in the specific two lessons I chose arises from the fact that we
have two lessons as contrary as can be – but they are not like extremes on a
continuum but they are contrary for very different reasons. They can only be
compared with regard to there being more than  one tertium comparationis.
The Lower-Saxony-Lesson may well be described as the result of a certain
philosophy of music education promoted by the teacher. But the fact that the
Scotland-Lesson is so different if described on the same terms is primarily
not because of the teacher choosing a different philosophy but because the
policy frame differs. One might say the two lessons are not opposites on the
same scale but on different ones.
As individual learning processes are difficult to observe in classroom re-
search we have to rely on either output assessments or on descriptions of
structures. While the first option is not available in this project I will focus
on the structures. This goes along with a concept of teaching and learning of-
ten applied lately in studies from German educational science: Helmke’s and
Weinert’s “Angebots-Nutzungs-Modell” (Helmke 2003), a term that is best
translated as “opportunity-and-uses-model”. According to this model, teach-
ers furnish merely (good) learning conditions and meaningful structured ma-
terial which students use according to their individual preconditions (Fig. 1).2
Following this perspective implies that any description at first sticks to the
surface.3 It is needless to say that “learning” or any kind of higher order
thinking processes cannot be analysed this way. They may or may not take
place – we cannot observe them. They are like latent variables in quantitative
research that hide before the researcher’s eyes. We may only indirectly draw
conclusions about these processes or the “experiences” being made (see
Chapter II.3 California).
Fig. 1: Helmke’s Opportunity-and-Uses-Model (Meyer 2015, 11)
A Lesson from Lower Saxony: Arvo Pärt’s “Mirror in the Mirror”
The lesson under scrutiny here is being taught in a small town in the North-
ern state of Lower Saxony in Germany. The town is situated in an economi-
cally stable region4. The portion of people with a “migration background”5
runs under 20 %, again considerably smaller than the German average.
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4 Unemployment (5,4 % in April 2015) and public debts (890,30 € per person) was lower
than the German average; GNP per Person 60.000 € higher than the national average (Al-
brech et al. 2016).
5 This term is used in German statistics and politics to refer to all who immigrated after 1949
(either themselves, their parents, or grandparents), regardless of their nationality. Different
from the national average in this county there is a large group of Germans with roots in






The lesson takes place in a “Gymnasium”, a type of school specific for
the German school system that is attended in Lower Saxony by about the top
40 % of all students in lower secondary school. Music is a compulsory sub-
ject in state schools, but is often taught taking turns with visual arts and dra-
ma so that there is no continuous growth of competences or ongoing cur-
riculum.6 However, in this particular school there exists a music profile (with
numerous extra-curricular activities) and music in general is high on the agen-
da. The teacher is involved in various choirs and contributes greatly to the
school’s attractiveness to parents. This is stated to document that we have
here a somewhat selected class that may be more interested, more highly mo-
tivated and more disciplined.
The overall structure 
The Lower-Saxony-Lesson deals with Arvo Pärt’s “Mirror in the Mirror”,
written for violin and piano in the year 1978. It has an almost meditative
mood that results from the slow tempo, little dynamic contrasts and a clear
structure in the melody played by the violin. Two lines go either towards a’
or away from this central note that is actually never played. The lines grow
longer and reveal sort of a crossing structure
Fig. 2: Tonal structure in the violin part
Due to the sparse musical material that leaves room for associations and wan-
dering thoughts, the music has been repeatedly used in movies or for theatre
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6 Although the curriculum is indicating a concept of growing competences not only the men-
tioned obstacles of school administration counteract this concept. There is no system of as-
sessment that actually measures outcome, and teachers are not held accountable (for more
details Lehmann-Wermser i. pr.)
productions. The following table shows the overall structure of the lesson.
“Form of interaction” (“Sozialformen”) refers to the form in which the
teacher presents content or organises learning. In the German literature usu-
ally three different forms are described: presenting (“Darbieten”), talking and
discussing (“Unterrichtsgespräch und Diskussion”)7, and other forms engag-
ing learners more independently from the teacher (“Partner- und Gruppen -
arbeit”). As all of these are defined by activities regarding learning one would
have to add all utterances that organise the lesson classroom management –
but there are very few in this lesson. The beginning of the lesson takes less
than a minute due to highly motivated students, a teacher of high esteem with
the students – and possibly a disciplining effect of the camera …
Andreas Lehmann-Wermser
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7 This form is often enacted as „developing by questioning” (“fragend-entwickelndes Ge -
spräch”).  In theory, the teacher asks questions that can help the students develop concepts
of the topic (see Väkevä 2012). However, this idea neglects the fact that classroom commu-
nication is embedded in complex relationships that may counteract meaningful discussions
on the topic. Nevertheless various studies have shown that about half of the time in German
classroom lessons is dedicated to this form of interaction (Meyer 2007).
8 Bold headings refer to the chapters of the video from the lesson. All others are added by the
author.
Time Heading of chapter8 Phase Distinct forms of interaction
0:00 Opening Classroom management
0:50  First presentation Listening
4:10 “Encounter” Dialogues in whole class-
room setting
9:58 Phase of informing Distribution of teaching 
material and reading
13:00 Short dialogue about the 
lesson’s planning
Dialogues in whole class-
room setting
14:15 Second presentation Listening
15:23 Reflection on encounter Dialogues in whole class-
room setting
Fig. 3: Overall structure – the headings are taken from the teacher’s materi-
al. “Phase” refers to the period’s function in the process of  learning and
appreciating the piece; it is meant as a didactical term in the sense that
phases are deliberately designed by the teacher to lay foundations in moti-
vation, reach objectives, keep up attention etc.
The lesson follows the teacher’s intentions as documented in the T-Interview
I. This may be interpreted as following the philosophical line proposed by
the teacher. It starts with a long phase of “encountering” the piece which
takes almost a quarter of the lesson: “After the introductory phase is over,
there has to be information” (T-Interview I, Lines 38 f.)
The teacher’s view
While sometimes it is necessary to reconstruct an underlying “Didaktik” or
philosophy of music education because the teacher is not outspoken, reflec-
tive or reluctant (Niessen 2006; Niessen & Lehmann-Wermser 2006), here
the teacher is a “reflective practitioner” (Schön 1983). He holds a doctoral
degree in music education and takes a clear position in the theoretical dis-
course that is further explained below. In the interview before the lesson the
II.6 Lower Saxony (Germany) plus Scotland
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20:33 “Lebenswelt” Reference to personal 
experiences
Dialogues in whole class-
room setting
24:50 Transition to the 
music
Third presentation Listening
27:30 Analysis of sheet music Joint work with partners
28:45 Analysing the melody (4) Silent  individual work, Dia-
logues with the teacher
32:00 Collection of results Dialogues
39:00 Protocol of results Dialogues 
42:55 Fourth presentation Listening
46:00 Closing Teacher  announcement
teacher states this approach to be “a guide for all my music lessons. It is not
only about the fact that pupils learn something about music, know some-
thing that they can reproduce later on but it is about making experiences with
music” (T-Interview I, Lines 69 f.9). To understand his approach and the les-
son one has to understand the basic idea of the stance taken.
The concept of “Didaktische Interpretation”10 was developed in the 1970s
by Karl Heinrich Ehrenforth (1971) and Christoph Richter (1975). In its core
it is not a concept for structuring content or choosing methods of teaching
(Vogt 2016). It is more a method of understanding in the 19th century tradi-
tion of hermeneutics. In order to achieve understanding the students’ “hori-
zon” must merge with the “horizon” of the piece of art where in the process
Andreas Lehmann-Wermser
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9 These quotations are taken from the Additional Material.
10 “Didaktische Interpretation” was dominant from the early 1980s for almost 25 years, part-
ly because its protagonists held important positions in the music educators’ conference and
as editors of journals. Therefore, in a way one may call it a “typical German” one although
by now other concepts have gained attention.
Cut
No.
Time Angle Source Reminder Points of Quality
1 0:00 Front
right
0:00 Opening and introduc-
tion





















Fig. 4: Tabular Presentation of the Complementary Information for ASF-
1, Lower-Saxonia-Lesson
both the student and the music are transformed. Thus, all students must re-
act and relate individually to the music; musical experiences become an en-
counter with music (“Begegnung”). Music becomes a part of the process of
formation (“Bildung”) in a very personal way. Because of that the result of
the process cannot be measured or assessed in terms of standards. In the
teacher’s words “the pupil always asks latently during the music lesson: Why
do I have to deal with this now? Do I have to learn this? And no, he doesn’t!
He doesn’t have to learn things like a barrel in which you stuff something.
Rather he is supposed to make experiences with music that enrich him!” (T-
Interview I, Lines 77 ff.). Here the teacher points to an interesting detail. For-
mation is by definition a process of “self-cultivation”, it is a voluntary act.
That is why the teacher refuses “to stuff the barrel”. As the model stands in
the line of hermeneutics as it was handed on from Wilhelm Dilthey
(1833–1911) to the 20th century (and especially the German philosopher
Gadamer (1900–2002), the final goal is not to learn commonly accepted con-
tent but to “understand”. As the teacher puts it in an interview prior to the
lesson: “Didaktische Interpretation …
says that the piece has an own world and so does the pupil. To put it very plain-
ly, music lessons are about connecting points, about a connection between both,
a conversation between the work and the recipient. (…) What does the piece say
to the pupil? What can this piece communicate to the pupil, individually? (T-In-
terview I, Lines 62–66)
And he adds when talking about the aims of the lesson that “the pupils can
make valuable experiences for themselves” (Line 423). Yet, the teacher can’t
refrain from an attempt to teach his students facts about music, i.e. the struc-
ture of the violin melody – and he wants everyone to understand it.11
One could discuss the aesthetic and philosophical premises of this position.
One might question that any piece of art may have “an own world” or the
possibility of a direct connection. However, if these are fixed points in the
philosophical and educational model it is logical that the teacher does not in-
tervene in this phase. If there is no set truth to judge the communication be-
tween art and recipient or student and teacher then every seriously meant
contribution by students has a dignity of its own.
II.6 Lower Saxony (Germany) plus Scotland
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11 Jürgen Vogt has analysed the complex relationship between “knowledge” and “Bildung” in
a seminal paper showing that “Bildung” cannot be seen as independent from knowledge
but there are various ways to “know” that are not always conceptually clear (Vogt 2012).
Yet here we find a clue to the
lesson’s structure. Almost 10
minutes of the lesson (i. e. rough-
ly 20 % of the time) are devoted
to listening, often without a task,
without a hint where to direct
one’s attention. Listening is a key
mode of “encountering” and
much time is therefore devoted to
it. Listening is a very individual-
istic way of musicking and there-
fore apt to prepare experiences of
formation (in the terms of “Didaktische Interpretation”). Analysing and un-
derstanding are part of the lesson – but they are second to the “encounter”
in order to avoid “stuffing the barrel”. It is not the teacher’s fault or poor
planning that the analytical results are somewhat detached from the listening
experience, it is on the way towards the ultimate goal of individual forma-
tion.12
The researcher’s perspective
In analysing the two lessons I cannot rely on a developed system of categories
derived from a larger number of lessons and thus validated to cover relevant
aspects of teaching and learning. Therefore, the study bears the character of
an exploratory one.
The first phase in the Lower-Saxony-Lesson has a clear structure of inter-
action that may be represented as follows (Fig. 6). Usually classroom inter-
action is more complex and sometimes chaotic. Therefore tools for analysing
interaction have been developed (see Krummheuer 2010) and successfully ap-
plied to music lessons (see Kranefeld, Heberle  & Naacke 2014). In contrast,
here we have a very simple structure (Fig. 6).
Andreas Lehmann-Wermser
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12 This  is not to discredit this tradition which offers a broad and important argumentation in
times of neo-liberal streaming of education and for the arts. 
Fig. 5: Focused attention while ex-
changing opinions and remarks
Fig. 6: Lower-Saxony-Lesson (minute 4 to 6): verbal action in the beginning.
Note the missing turn taking.
In doing so the teaching differs from a typical pattern first described by
Mehan (1979/1996) in his analysis of mathematics lessons. Mehan stated
that classroom conversation often follows a pattern which can be represent-
ed as follows: initiating question – answer – evaluation (Q-A-E).  Here we
have, for several minutes, a reduced pattern, where a “call” replaces the ques-
tion thus forming a pattern of call – answer – call – answer and so on (which
may be depicted as Q-C-A-C-A (see  the sections starting at 4:00 and 15:20;
also the ASF beginning at 1:20). New questions deriving from given answers
are missing and so is the evaluation; students’ names are called as an implic-
it impulse to voice opinions or comments. But there is no “talk” in the sense
that persons are exchanging points of views or giving answers. The hidden
guideline in this lesson (according to “Didaktische Interpretation”) may be
described as follows:
1. The teacher gives room for long phases of structured classroom talk.
2. The teacher restricts himself to calling up boys and girls. 
3. He does not comment on the students’ contributions.




4. Neither do the students comment on fellow classmates.
5. The teacher is not presenting tasks for the phases of listening.
Interestingly enough the teacher himself addresses this point prior to the les-
son: “It is important to note that this conversational structure is not an un-
conscious habit or teaching style but reflected and intentional” (Teacher in a
personal discussion). 
For long phases the teacher follows these “guidelines” – with one excep-
tion. When he asks for systematic descriptions of the violin’s melody two girls
come up with different “laws of building the melody” (starting 3:07 in the
ASF); actually the second one points to the contradiction (3:34) (Fig. 7). This
would be a good chance to create an “opportunity to learn” by passing the
case on to the class: “Let’s see – who’s right?” or “If xy was right how would
the third phrase sound like?” and so on. But the teacher doesn’t do that; ap-
parently it doesn’t suit his idea of an intensive encountering with music. He
rather looks for common aspects in the remarks, but not for reasoning and
starting a discourse to clarify matters. Again, this is not unintentional nor
does it point to a lack of experience. It is his way of how lessons should run
if they are to serve the idea of “Didaktische Interpretation”.
More details are interesting in this section. When the teacher asks for de-
scriptions of the tonal material several students pipe up. However, when the
teacher calls for comments (“Who would like to say something to this?”) all
but one withdraw. The experience of music is rarely shared in this lesson as
the individual is in focus. In the teacher’s words: “This is maybe the task of
the music educator, to endow a dialogue between work and pupil so that the
pupil can extract some experience for himself from the work” (T-Interview
I, Lines 82–84, emphasis by the author): „Understanding„ great works of
music is not about co-constructing meaning, it is about individually encoun-
tering art.
Secondly, teachers are supposed to present clear tasks (Thonhauser 2008).
With listening being a complex process, with corresponding parts of percep-
tion and cognitive interpretations (see Jordan et al. 2012), it is useful to pres-
ent some verbal task to focus attention. This teacher in Lower Saxony, for
long periods of time, does not do this: a task would direct attention to the
phenomenon important to the teacher but fade out others that might be rel-
evant to an individual student.
Fig. 7: Interaction in minute 34. Arrows represent reference to other contri-
butions. Quotation marks indicate paraphrased contributions.
10 features of good lessons
We were able to show that the Lower-Saxony-Lesson is unique and very much
in line with a popular philosophy of music education. But is it a “good les-
son”? There is a very influential book in German teacher training by Hilbert
Meyer (2005), often cited and often used in the preparation of future teach-
ers. Meyer describes 10 features of good teaching that may help to under-
stand the very special structure of this lesson.13 Some of Meyer’s features can
easily be detected here. There is a very clear structure and an extraordinary
supportive climate for the learners. For this one comment of the teacher seems
significant. When a student battles with a clear expression the teacher asks for
another attempt by starting: “I didn’t understand this but that may well be
my fault.” Also in the calm way of interacting with his class he displays an
approach of fostering each individual. And lastly the way he has prepared
13 Helmke (2003, 122ff.) lists other classifications such as Brophy (2000) and Slavin (2011).
However, the focus here is more on everyday teaching and less on the systematic scientific
description. Therefore Meyer’s publication seems better suited here.
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14 Here Meyer’s 10 features correspond nicely to Helmke’s model of “opportunities to learn”.
15 There are two more features that will be left aside in this analysis: richness of methods used
and intelligent exercise because they are not applicable in this lesson.
16 Meyer is not a music education scholar; he clearly thinks about verbal communication.  But
even when one thinks of musical actions as communication as subject specific this does not
apply here as there is little playing.




the seating in the class, designed slides, and copied material one may speak
of prepared surroundings which to Meyer is an important property of good
teaching to allow students to learn – it is a key precondition to successful
learning.14 Although the recording doesn’t give full insight one may assume
that the students spent a lot of time on task which is long considered as a key
issue in successful teaching (Treiber 1982, see also Helmke 2003, 104). I al-
ready mentioned the quick start into the piece of music as one aspect of this
feature. The students listen attentively, work diligently on the task etc.
All features mentioned are partly responsible for the fact that the students
left class with a good feeling. In the post-interview students mentioned that
the lesson was well structured (students S & K) and that there was a lot of
time for listening (students G, W, & S).
If I go on with other features from Meyer’s list it is not done to criticise the
teacher but to show how a philosophy of music can shape teaching in detail
– and in some cases make a lesson incompatible to largely accepted standards
of good teaching.15
– clarity of content – at no time does it become clear what the content and
what the objectives of this lesson are. This becomes obvious especially in
comparison to the Scotland-Lesson (see below). But again, it is logical in
the light of the theoretical position. Outlining the teacher’s objectives
might have disregarded some of the pupils’ objectives, might stress differ-
ent things that the pupils might value.
– communicating in a meaningful manner apparently has little room. There
is little communication in terms of exchanging ideas or discussing
stances.16 This becomes even more apparent when viewed against theo-
retical models oftentimes favoured  lately. Music education scholars in
Germany have referred frequently to “co-constructing” as a key feature of
music education.17 But “constructing” and “co-constructing” need time
and room and neither is part of the planning. Also, the processes for as-
18 In philosophical terms see Krause 2007, for classroom research see Lehmann-Wermser &
Konrad (2016).
19 Interestingly one of the pupils in the Scotland-Lessons shows the same phenomenon and
quotes the teacher in identical words.
20 Again Niessen describes similar processes (in Wallbaum 2014).
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signing meaning have been focused as central to dealing with music18, a
concept that reaches back to symbolic interactionism (Blumer 2004). But
both concepts are competing ones to “Didaktische Intepretation”. Again:
By stating this it is not a critique of the teacher but a statement of how the
philosophical stance structures the lesson on various levels. Or to state it
more pointedly: this is not a poor lesson but a logical one.
Taking this into account there is a most interesting statement by one of the
students. He stresses the quality of the lesson and describes it as one where
“one could connect his own life to the piece” (student S). This phrasing is in-
teresting as it (consciously or unconsciously) picks up the terminology of “Di-
daktische Interpretation”. The teacher would (or should) take this as teach-
ing successfully. However, the researcher remains a bit sceptical. In a small
research project that used a similar design as the current one (Niessen und
Lehmann-Wermser 2006) 5th graders were quoted using almost identical
phrases for  describing general goals of teaching music – despite the fact that
they had missed important points in the actual lesson.19 Especially when stu-
dents respect and value their teacher they are likely to interpret ambiguous
classroom projects in terms they may have heard from their teacher or mere-
ly suppose this would be the way he would see things.20
Analysing the lesson with the toolbox that classroom research has devel-
oped during recent decades uncovers the surface and some of the deep struc-
tures. At this point I would like to change roles and step from the researcher’s
position into that of a commentator. The latter one has more freedom to step
back and to ask questions that regard the larger frame. Could it be that the
Lower-Saxony-Lesson is documenting disrespect for the mainstream neo-lib-
eral view of education? There is little measurable outcome that would show
that music lessons are “good for something”. The lesson is not even cele-
brating a piece of music as art in the sense of aesthetic education. Or to put




“Learning intentions” in the Scotland-Lesson
If the German lesson is “structured by philosophy” the Scottish one is “struc-
tured by administration”. This marks the different paradigms that separate
the lessons while at the same time they are linked by the perspective of stat-
ed goals and objectives in an abstract way: While these are absent in the Ger-
man lessons they are omnipresent in the Scottish one. The lesson may be di-
vided in several phases that help to understand the ASF.
Obviously the lesson is well organized: 
– It varies in various ways; there is classroom discussion and  individual re-
hearsal time, the tempo changes (minute 36:00) from more relaxed phas-
es to ones with quick actions such as the game (minute 5:50); there are
times when the lesson focuses cognitive content (such as the regional in-
struments’ names) and others where playing is in the foreground.
– Although the beginning is missing concentrated work as students come in
at different times there is a joint start into the classes work. Time on task
is high. One could apply many of Meyer’s features to this lesson.
– Many students participate in the communication. The teacher addresses
various pupils in a very flexible way sometimes calling for those who pipe
up, sometimes calling for quieter ones. All in all there, too, is a support-
ive climate in the classroom.
The role of objectives …
As mentioned earlier what is most striking to a German researcher is the pres-
ence of the objectives. Early on in the lesson (3:20) three objectives are stat-
ed on a smart board. They refer to various dimensions, namely
– cognitive ones (labelling instruments and recognizing dances) and
– competences in practical music making (“perform ‘Braveheart’ confi-
dently”).
They fit well into Gagné’s 5 types of learning outcomes (Gagné & Driscoll
1988) which are well known in the English speaking world as overt cognitive
strategies, intellectual skills, verbal information and motor skills are openly
covered by the lesson.
The ASF documents this structure.
Fig. 8: The structure of the Scotland-Lesson – constituting activities in bold
letters
Time Heading of 
chapter22
Phase Distinct forms of interaction
0:00 Sozializing and classroom
management
3:20 “Introduction” Learning objectives Teacher-centered dialogues
5:00 Classroom manage-
ment






Evaluation of earlier lesson Partnering work
23:45 Aural check by listening
28:25 Checking results Dialogues
30:25 “Braveheart” Rehearsal Individual practice
36:25 Performance Joint musicing with 
evaluation after each round
Individual practice time Informal and diverse inter-
actions among students
48:30 Arrangement Dialogue
52.35 Tidying up the room
53:50 Final evaluation Teacher announcement
58:00 End of lesson
21 Bold headings refer to the chapters of the video from the lesson.
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The importance of the three objectives is stressed by the way in which the
teacher makes clear that everyone (or at least as many as possible) have ac-
tually understood these: “What does [the smartboard] say that we are going
to be looking at today? What are our learning intentions?” (3:30 from the
long video) There is a strong metacognitive element in the way the teacher
presents the intentions: “How do we know that we have been successful with
our learning intentions?” (4:05). This surely is an important step in order for
students to not only store information but get a conceptual understanding
and an understanding of their own stage in the learning process.
One gets the impression that the way to present objectives is well known
to the class, is maybe ritualized. No one complains or asks, students know
what to do when they are called forward to add information on the board.
Also this can be deducted from the communication structure in these phases
that can well be compared to the German one. The structure is somewhat
similar as there is a teacher-centered question-and-answer chain that stretch-
es over several minutes (see Fig. 8, minute 3 to 5). Each interaction unit in this
chain addresses a new detail or topic and there are no references being made
to other units.
What really constitutes the difference between those two lessons is the







Source Reminder Point of Quality
1 0:14 Back 3:20 Learning intentions Clarifying goals to the class
2 1:44 Back 54.25 Intentions and assess-
ment
Picking up the stated goals
3 1:54 Back 56:30 Assessment Joint assessment of achievement in
terms of the stated goals
End:
2:43
Fig 9: Tabular Presentation of the Complementary Information for ASF-
2, Scotland-Lesson
the German lesson these objectives remain unspoken – though they are not
“unclear”.  In accordance with the background philosophy they cannot be
proposed as given by the teacher but have to be defined and taken on by the
pupils. Here they are present and structure all phases and in some cases even
dictate the way questions are phrased by the teacher.
This can most obviously be shown in the overall structure. Like a big arch
the stated intentions frame the lesson (3:20 / 53:50).  In the beginning they
are read from the smartboard and explained. In the end, to secure the learn-
ing outcome, the notes are again read and completed (see Fig. 10). It is then
discussed whether “we” achieved that at the end:
Teacher: “Okay think back to the learning intentions that we discussed through-
out and at the start of the lesson. (…) Do you think we were successful in today’s
learning intentions? – (pupil’s multiple consent) – Yes.” (53.58)
Besides the clear and overarching structure something else is remarkable in
this phase. Firstly it is the open and encouraging support for the students to
reflect on what they have learned. The quotation just given leads to a ques-
tion which fosters meta cognitive thinking (or “cognitive strategies” in the
terms of Gagné and Driscoll): “Remember what they were again – yes – How
do we know that?” 
The way the teacher goes forward in structuring the learning process
shows some features of metacognitive thinking as she fosters “thinking about
thinking” (for a more encompassing  definition see Flavell, 1987). Though in
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on the cognitive than the metacognitive), it may well lead to lasting learning
in music as the self-regulating process is often associated with successful
learning. This may be considered an effective teaching strategy – but it is cer-
tainly the opposite of the ideas of formation that resonate in the Lower-Sax-
ony-Lesson. To put it in a metaphor: instead of  letting the dogs out in the
yard to find out what’s interesting the dogs are kept on a leash to explore the
yard systematically. This lesson therefore is not about finding connections in
the music and in musicking and whatever one may associate with formation
(“Bildung”), it is about maximizing learning success by control and assess-
ment.
Secondly, achievement and assessment are connected in this lesson not
merely as an element opening and closing the lesson but as a permanent struc-
ture. This refers most obviously to the cognitive dimension. Here the teacher
explicitly gives reasons for what she does and wants the pupils to understand
that: “I am going to ask you to mark your own paper because I think it’s
more beneficial for you to see if you got an answer correct or incorrect. And
we can discuss this too, why. So please be honest.” (28:40) But it also holds
true for the performance section of the lesson where a permanent change
from assessment to strategic advice to encouraging reviews of the achieve-
ment can be observed:
Teacher: “What did you think of that performance?”  (39:00)
PupiI: “I got a bit lost there in the third line …”
Teacher: “So what happened? I didn’t notice you got lost. So what happens if
you get lost or you got a [??]? Try and get back into it! So if I didn’t notice that
you neatly managed to do that.” (42:15)
Teacher: “Okay, keyboard players. What did you think of that?” (41.22)
Teacher: “Now I am going to ask what you thought was good about the per-
formance and if indeed there was anything you need to work on.” (52.24)
As in the Lower Saxony-Lesson the teacher is reflective and certainly knows
what she is doing. Thus, this permanent momentum of evaluating is no “hap-
pening” but a deliberate and planned action. It is directed to foster pupils
and make them grow. As she states about the rehearsal phase: 
“We will then rehearse the piece from top to bottom. I will ask pupils for feedback
what they think was good about it how we could improve it – em – maybe the in-
strumentation. In previous lessons pupils have taken ownership for when the in-
struments should come in, what instruments should play first, what instruments
should play together.” (T-Interview I, Lines 42–46)
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There is a small moment when even the ironic and motivating phrase of the
teacher refers to the learning intentions from the beginning. It sounds al-
most like a quotation when she communicates with the keyboard players:
“What do you want to play?” – “Chords!” – “Chords? Okay, you’re feel-
ing confident this morning” (49.45). Just like the student in the Lower-Sax-
ony-Lesson who draws back on theoretical considerations of his teacher
she consciously or unconsciously picks up the words from earlier in the les-
son. 
Looking at the evaluation at the end of the lesson there is an irritating de-
tail. The teacher asks several times whether or not “we” succeeded in reach-
ing the learning intentions. The pupils answer positively to this question in a
rather stereotyped way. Other than in the case of the evaluation of the joint
performance this query refers to individual learning and can therefore not
usefully be answered by the collective group. Distinguishing various types of
dances may be subject to formative evaluation (“Have I learned this already
or do I need more practice or information?”) or to summative evaluation
(“Has the majority or have possibly all pupils learned this?”). If one seeks to
answer the last question one has to use different forms, because how can Pe-
ter (or any other child in the classroom) know what Lucy (or any other child
in the classroom) has learned? Although this does not alter the positive pro-
ceeding of the lesson it leads to a question which will be discussed in the next
section. 
Martin Fautley in his great book on assessment in music education has
made a distinction between (formative) assessment and (summative) testing
(Fautley 2010, 62) emphasizing that assessment is more important than test-
ing. In this sense the teacher in the Scotland-Lesson is clearly on the side of
testing and this shows her strong quality – but assessment is present in her les-
son all the time.
… and of administration 
Of course, this does not come as a surprise. England is known for having an
especially tight system of evaluating learning standards. This holds true also
for Scotland where an encompassing system of assessment and evaluation
has been introduced to raise the quality of education (see The Scottish gov-
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22 See also http://www.educationscotland.gov.uk/learningandteaching/assessment/index.asp and
The Royal Conservatory of Scotland.
23 The National Qualifications in various stages list in detail contents and standards. The ones
enacted for the time of the Sotland-Lesson for instance listed reels, marches and waltzes just
as presented in the lesson (http://wayback.archive-it.org/1961/20160414121240/http://
www.educationscotland.gov.uk/nqmusic/national3/scottish/index.asp retrieved December
30, 2016). However, they are subject to change and will be reformulated in 2017. 
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ernment 201022). Music is part of the “Curriculum for Excellence – the Ex-
pressive Arts” where standards in understanding, performing or composing
have been set (The Scottish government online 201023). It is noteworthy that
the terms from the curriculum in part return in the learning intentions of the
lesson. For instance, just like the teacher the curriculum states: “I can sing
and/or play music from a range of styles and cultures and perform my cho-
sen music confidently using performance directions, musical notation and/or
playing by ear” (EXA 3–16a – italics by the author).
Although I am far from criticising the teacher who does a good job (and
is willing to share this with us) it needs to be stated that in general assessment
is not happening in a void outside of society and history. Or as Fautley puts
it: 
“As has been observed elsewhere, many music teachers talk of having to `do´ as-
sessment simply to provide data for others. This may have a purpose which the
music teacher is  unaware of (in which case some explanation by those responsi-
ble would be appropriate!), but given the time constraints in the music room, max-
imizing opportunities for musical learning and for music making, will obviously
be a priority.” (2010, 69)
Taking a much wider perspective Fautley cites Patricia Broadfoot by point-
ing to the function of assessment within “the system”:
Assessment procedures are the vehicle whereby the dominant rationality of the
corporate capitalist societies typical of the contemporary Western world is trans-
lated into the systems and process of schooling (Broadfoot, 1999, cited in Fautley,
2010, 69–70).
Teachers and researchers have frequently commented that the tight monitor-
ing system in the UK has a counterproductive effect on the quality of teach-
ing and on the system (see Watts 2007). As for the teaching it is somewhat
comforting that the lesson is certainly not an example of “teaching to the
test” (see Vasquez Heilig & Nickols, 2013) and that the pupils are not too
deeply concerned about grades. In one of the post interviews this is discussed
as follows:
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Int.: Did thoughts of grades or school marks come into you? Come into your mind




I: Yeah, so generally you’re not conscious about what kind of mark you’re go-
ing to be getting or grade at the end, no?
S2: Yeah. 
S1: No. 
S3: Em. It could. If we get told that is there an assessment or something yeah, but
if it’s just a normal performance then not really. (S-Interview 2, Lines
133–143)
I would like to pick up the notion raised earlier in the context of the Lower-
Saxony-Lesson, referring to the political framing of teaching and learning. In
the first review of this chapter the editor critically commented on the dis-
tinction between a description of a lesson as a result of an articulated “phi-
losophy of music education” (Lower-Saxony-Lesson) and a description that
focusses on administrative constraints (Scotland-Lesson) that seemed to in-
dicate that there is no underlying “philosophy of music education”. Studies
in Germany indeed show that there is always such a philosophy that influ-
ences decisions before, during and after the lesson (Niessen 2006). However,
all lessons take place in structures of political meaning and power, and ac-
cordingly are marked by these. But they may vary in how clearly this can be
observed, to what degree teachers internalize this or to what degree their be-
haviour or habitus shows this. With respect to the Scotland-Lesson and the
way the students react, several interpretations are possible. Maybe the stu-
dents are so used to assessments and the ways to select and separate, that
they are not even noticing it. Or maybe they foil the mechanisms because the
neo-liberal world is not theirs. Maybe the prosaic phrase “normal perform-
ance” stands for an intense personal experience that connects with the “en-
counter” of the Lower-Saxony-Students and might well be described as mo-
ments of “Bildung”. We cannot know by just taking the researcher’s
perspective without respect to the subjetcs’ point of view.
24 Christopher Wallbaum was reminded by this phrase of a German discourse from the 1950s.
Theodor W Adorno in an often cited quote about post war music education (“Musische
Erziehung”) questioned the priority of musicking over the music itself (“dass einer fiedelt, soll
wichtiger sein, als was er geigt“ Adorno 1973, 75). Although one needs to be careful to de-
tach discursive phenomena from their historical and scientific background this is a striking





The main point in this chapter is about understanding classroom lessons in
a more complex way. That is, what constitutes a lesson in the complex field
of individual and shared factors, between the individual and the society, be-
tween the “subjective” and the “objective”? Comparison seems to be an am-
ple means of bringing characteristic features to the surface.
I mentioned in the beginning that the tertium comparationis is given in
this case only on a meta-level.  Both lessons are structured by facts outside the
lesson. As the Lower-Saxony-Lesson is structured in detail by the philosoph-
ical position of the teacher the second one is by the region’s school policy.
The lessons are in line with those structures given and so are some of the ap-
parent differences. It is “logical” that the German lesson gives room for the
individual and focusses on that while the Scottish one stresses the importance
of joint activities. Thus, it seems significant that the pupils in the post inter-
view commonly use “we”-phrases (see S-Interview 2, Lines 40–43).
Likewise there is a striking (but again somewhat “logical”) difference that
the German pupils, compared to the Scottish ones, refer more to the individ-
ual piece of music. When the Scottish pupils are being asked about the good
aspects of the lesson they talk about “performing” (S-Interview 2, Lines
62–66) without reference to the piece. It seems less important what is played
as long as something is being performed.24 In that line one pupil states that
a good lesson is about “more performing and stuff” (S-Interview 2, Line 243).
„Performing and stuff“ in the perception of the pupils seems to be a collec-
tive activity, not an individual one, to put it again in the pupils words: “Al-
right a good music lesson is when you get to play together as you like to play
in groups ‘cause then you learn how to play in good ensemble” (S-Interview
2, Lines 249 f.).
Here now is a direct comparison, impossible though highly interesting.
The fact that performing is not only part of the curriculum which would
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hold true in both countries but that it is valued by grades connected to an
understandable assessment system raises questions: do Scottish students (or
more generally: students in the UK) value progress in performance more,
see it more often as a collective achievement – and in consequence reach a
higher level? This opens a rich field of research if understood in a complex
way with regards to preconditions of policy making, attitudes in society and
so on.
It is only honest to mention some important phenomena undisclosed in
this chapter. One might ask: where is the video-specific analysis in your ap-
proach? Well, it isn’t there. I did not touch visual data like body postures or
room choreography that are specific to videography and can give rich in-
sights into classroom processes. The analysis was based mainly on the writ-
ten transcripts and touches the other dimensions only occasionally.
Besides and related to this remark: in this first shot at the material I did
not focus on the individual learning processes although these are the proof of
the pudding.  However, a broader data base would have been useful. More
thorough analysis might reveal interesting differences between individuals.
As in all (good) research designs there is room here for future work. 
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